PHILIP MORRIS USA _ INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 

120 PARK AVENUE, NEW YORK, NY 10017-5592 

TO: James Taylor DATE: February 13, 1992 

FROM: Marketing Information & Analysis / Andrew Schwartz 

SUBJECT: Marlboro Opportunity Market Analysis 


Marlboro's national supermarket share has remained comparatively stable when contrasted 
with recent Discount advances in pack outlets. For Marlboro, 33 of the 44 supermarket 
scanning markets indicate a flat to growing brand share performance (exhibit 1). In the other 
11 markets, Marlboro has faced substantial Discount category growth and continues to decline 
(exhibit 2). The purpose of this review is to focus attention towards Marlboro's pockets of 
supermarket weakness which appear to require stronger support levels or supplemental tools 
I in order to restore share stability in these markets. 



A majority of Marlboro's weaker scanning markets are: 

• Centered within smaller U.S. cities, dominated by Nielsen B/C/D county types 

• Concentrated in Region 2 

• Impacted by two growing Discount price segments in most cases 

By comparison, Marlboro's stronger markets: 

• Include many of the largest metropolitan markets, dominated by Nielsen A counties 

• Have typically been challenged by a single Discount growth segment 

Historically, our ability to defend Marlboro in the larger chain dominated scanning 
supermarkets has been restrained by PM's: weaker merchandising position, difficulty getting 
chain approvals for exterior signage, p.o.s., promotional placement and a reluctance to put 
coupons directly on Marlboro. Direct mail has offered efficient access to competitive smokers 
and is one of the tools which has effectively supported the franchise in supermarket 
environments resistant to other promotional initiatives. 



Like the 1990/91 year-end mailing, initial results suggest that Marlboro's current $4 coupon 
redemption: 

• Favors the less densely populated markets dominated by Nielsen B/C/D counties which 
have shown a greater need for supplemental Marlboro support 

Suggests that Marlboro price support initiatives are more efficient where price 
sensitivity has eroded the value of brand images 

Implies that Nielsen C/D and to a lesser extent Nielsen B database names are worth a 
premium over those from the largest metropolitan areas when the offer is price 

MARLBORO $4 DIRECT MAIL REDEMPTION RATES 
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Marlboro share and Discount segment performance by infoScan / ScanTrack market are 
appended for your review (exhibit 3). Please note that timing differences exist between 
InfoScan and ScanTrack. In each case, the latest available information has been utilized. 
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STABLE TO GROWING* MARLBORO PERFORMANCE 

SUPERMARKET SCANNING MARKETS 



PRIMARY DISCOUNT GROWTH 


BRANDED 

SUB- BLACK& 

REGION 1 

GENERIC 

GENERIC WHITE/PL 

Albany 

X 


Boston 



Buffalo/Rochester 



Hartford. Springfield 



Mew York 



Providence 


X 

Syracuse 

:: X 

:: X *V: t 

REGION 2 



Atlanta’ /: 



Baltimore. Washington 


X 

Jacksonville' 


X 

i Nashville 


X 

Tamps' 


X 

REGION 3 



Birmingham 

X 


Dallas Tori Worth 


X 

Houston 

X 


Louisville 


X 

Memphis 

•r X 


New Orleans. Mobile 


X 

San Antonio 


..-.X, X 

St. Louis 

X 


REGION 4 



Chicago 



Cleveland 

X 

X 

Columbus 

X 


Detroit 

X 


Grand Pup ids 

X 


Indianapolis 



Milwaukee: 

X ... 


Minneapolis St. Paul 


X 

Pittsburgh 


x 

REGION 5 



Denver 

X 


Los Angeles 


X 

Portland. Ore. 


:: x..; c 

Seattle/Tacoma 

X 



SOURCE: INFOSCAN/SCANTRACK 
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WEAKENING MARLBORO PERFORMANCE 
SUPERMARKET SCANNING MARKETS 


PRIMARY DISCOUNT GROWTH 



BRANDED 

SUB- 

BLACK & 


GENERICS 

GENERICS 

WHITE/PL 

REGION 1 




Philadelphia 



X ; 

REGION 2 




Charlotte 

X 

■'.x : 


Orlande 




Raleigh 

X 

X 

X 

Richmond 



X 

REGION 3 




Kansas City 


X 


Oklahoma City 

X 


X 

Omaha: 



: x; 

REGION 4 




Cincinnati Dayton 

x / 

TT. XT: 


REGION 5 




Des Moines 

X 


r x ' 

Salt Lake City 



X 


SOURCE: INFOSCAN/SCANTRACK 


EXHIBIT 2 
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MARLBORO VS. PRICE VALUE 
IRI: REGION 1 

MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
REGION 1 



MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
ALBANY 


MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
BOSTON 


USK-SHAHE 
» 



sou Bet nracjomucx 


MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
BUFFALO/ROCHESTER 




MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WU SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
HARTFORD/SPRINGFIELD 
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MARLBORO VS. PRICE VALUE 
IRI: REGION 1 


MARLBORO V3. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
REGION 1 



MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
NEW YORK 


MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
PHILADELPHIA 


MRLBRaNFtIHASE 


SBGNFVGNt? SHARE 



MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
PROVIDENCE 


MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
SYRACUSE 
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MARLBORO VS. PRICE VALUE 
IRI: REGION 2 

MARLBORO v*. PRICE VALUE 
4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
REGION 2 


MftUBrtGNfl SHARE 


uamn NR SHARE 



\ . 
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MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
ATLANTA 



MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
CHARLOTTE 



siiiiisiisil 
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MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
BALTIMOREWASHINGTON 


URL SHARE 
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MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
JACKSONVILLE 



N 

O 

■f 

»-*■ 

ro 

© 

03 

ir* 

ro 


Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/sqdn0004 











MARLBORO VS. PRICE VALUE 
JRI: REGION 2 


MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
REGION 2 


MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
NASHVILLE 
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MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
ORLANDO 


HRL'QRQNR SHARE SSGRfi'GNR SHARE 



MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
RALEIGH 


MRLBRQNn SHARE SBONftONR SHARE 



MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 
4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
RICHMOND 
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4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
TAMPA 
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MARLBORO VS. PRICE VALUE 
IRI: REGION 3 


MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
REGIONS 
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MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
BIRMINGHAM 
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MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WU SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
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MARLBORO VS. PRICE VALUE 
IRJ: REGION 3 


MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 


4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
REGION 3 
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MARLBORO vs, PRICE VALUE 

4WM share of industry 

LOUISVILLE 


MR UBRQNft SHARE 


SBOWVONR SHARE 



MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 
4WM share of industry 

NEW ORLEANS/MOBILE 
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MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

*WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
MEMPHIS 
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MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
OKLAHOMA CITY 
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MARLBORO VS. PRICE VALUE 
IRI; REGION 3 


MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
REGION 3 


UflUBRaNfl SHARE SBQMfl/GHR SHARE 



MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
SAN ANTONIO 


URUBHCIHR SHARE SBGHft'GNR SHARE 



MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
OMAHA 


URUBRONR SHARE SSOHRAJNR SHARE 



i|||l||||i||||l||lli||ii|li|issiii||s|islii; 

J 5 i •' £ t' *' 5 ; i's k ? 5 s' i ■ s' =' ■' i 2 ‘ •' i's i 5 5 s' 5 5 s' S * 5 £=S s' * ii 


SOURCE; IRSSCAHTRACX 


MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
ST. LOUIS 
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MARLBORO VS. PRICE VALUE 
IRI: REGION 4 


MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
REGION 4 
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MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
CHICAGO 



MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
CLEVELAND 
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MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 
4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
CINC1NNATVDAYTON 
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MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
COLUMBUS 
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MARLBORO VS. PRICE VALUE 
IRI: REGION 4 


MARLBORO VS. PRICE VALUE 
4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
REGION 4 


MRL/BW3NH SHARE 


S9GNK/GNR SHARE 



MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 
4WM share of industry 
dethoit 


MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
GRAND RAPIDS 


MRUBRONR SHAPE SBQNR/OHR SHARE 
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MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
INDIANAPOLIS 


MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
MILWAUKEE 
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MARLBORO VS. PRICE VALUE 
IRI: REGION 4 


MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
REGION 4 


MmjBfWW IHAflC SaQWQNW SHARE 



MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
MINNEAPOLIS/ST. PAUL 


URWSRGNR SHARE SBQNR"OHR share 



MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
PITTSBURGH 


UBLSH»RE PV SHARE 
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MARLBORO VS. PRICE VALUE 
SRI: REGION 5 


MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 
4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
REGION 5 



MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 
4WM share of industry 
DENVER 


MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
DES MOINES 


MRUBRCINR SHARE SB0NR/8HR SHARE 

IS 



MRUBRQNR SHARE SMftfVONn SHARE 



MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
LOS ANGELES 


MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
PORTLAND 
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MARLBORO VS. PRICE VALUE 
IRI: REGION 5 


MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WU SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
REGION 5 
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MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
SALT LAKE CITY 
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MARLBORO vs. PRICE VALUE 

4WM SHARE OF INDUSTRY 
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TOTAL PRICE VALUE 

CALENDAR YEAR INDUSTRY SHARE 
TOTAL U.S. 


SHARE 
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MSACALENDARWKS 








PV SHARE 

MRL VOL(MIL) 



1 981 

0.46 

114771 

0 

1 14.771 


0.95 

119642 

0 

119.642 


3.34 

120123 

0 

120.123 

1 984 

5.52 

129007 

0 

1 29.007 

1 985 

7.3 

133295 

0 

133.295 

1986 

8.9 

134186 

0 

134.186 

1 987 

10.23 

134619 

0 

134.619 


11.12 

138848 

0 

138.848 

ll i m i ■fwi.iwilj EEE 

1 4.9 

138023 

0 

138.023 

1 990 j 19.24 

135613 

0 

135.613 

1991 

24.98 

131190 

0 

131.19 
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1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 

SOURCE: MSADATA MRLVOL.CHT 
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TOTAL MARLBORO 

CALENDAR YEAR VOLUME(BILLIONS) 





MRLCQMP.WKS 



MARLBORO VS. OTHER COMPETITORS 



VOL DIF 

SHARE DIF 

\pL TXF 


MARLBORO 

0 

2.7 

-3 

0 

A/O FM 

0 

0 

-145.1 

-18.8 

PRICE VALUE 

75.41 

16.1 

0 

0 
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MARLBORO vs. OTHER COMPETITORS 

VOLUME DIFFERENCE^ 986 vs. 1991) 

TOTAL U.S. 


VOL DIF(BIL) 


75.4 
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MARLBORO vs. OTHER COMPETITORS 

SHARE DIFFERENCES 986 vs. 1991) 
TOTAL U.S. 



MARLBORO 
SOURCE: MSADATA 


A/O FM PRICE VALUE 

MRLSHRD1F.CHT 
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TOTAL INDUSTRY 

VOLUME DIFFERENCES986 vs. 1991) 

TOTAL U.S. 


VOL DIF (BIL) 
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MRLM.WKS 


REQUEST FOR ANDREW 

TOT MARLBORO 
TOTAL U.S. 


1 MM SHARE 3MM SHARE 1 MM TREND 


JAN 1990 

24.23724442 

24.1 4924594 


FEB 1990 

24.26558833 

24.18578107 


MAR 1990 

24.23956334 

24.24698162 


APR 1990 

24.31144296 

24.27189471 


MAY 1990 

24.67835886 

24.41251814 


JUN 1990 

24.37728462 

24.45862968 

24.488 

JUL 1990 

24.73758779 

24.59858443 

24.37933 

AUG 1990 

24.15265242 

24.41712481 

24.27066 

SEP 1990 

24.24629872 

24.37617465 

24.16199 

OCT 1990 

23.81743511 

24.07077232 

24.05332 

NOV 1990 

24.07851697 

24.0431 301 

23.94465 

DEC 1990 

23.65823752 

23.84804564 

23.83598 

JAN 1991 

23.546941 8 

23.75966254 

23.72731 

FEB 1991 

23,52706805 

23.57921957 

23.61 864 

MAR 1991 

23.82543164 

23.63461306 

23,50997 

APR 1991 

23.96274173 

23.7778037 


MAY 1991 

24.21736029 

24.00351419 


JUN 1991 

24.16087146 

24.11334271 


JUL 1991 

24.53449019 

24.30633523 


AUG 1991 

24.84688033 

24.52071847 


SEP 1991 

24.75699316 

24.71347668 


OCT 1991 

24.46434616 

24.68991569 


NOV 1991 

24.40840399 

24.54257936 


DEC 1991 

23.61679216 

24.16866964 
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MRLAA.WKS 


1MM FORECAS' 

3MM TREND 

3MM FORECAS’ 

1MM REGRESS 

3MM REGRESS 





24.1905 

24.2068 





24.1905 

24.2068 





24.1905 

24.2068 



24.6116 


24.1905 

24.2068 



24.49324 


24.1905 

24.2068 



24.37488 


24.1905 

24.2068 



24.25652 


24.1905 

24.2068 



24.13816 


24.1905 

24.2068 



24.0198 


24.1905 

24.2068 



23,90144 


24.1905 

24.2068 



23.78308 


24.1905 

24.2068 



23.66472 


24.1905 

24.2068 


23.50997 

23.54636 

23.54636 

24.1905 

24.2068 


23.4013 


23.428 

24.1905 

24.2068 


23,29263 


23.30964 

24.1905 

24.2068 


23,18396 


23.19128 

24.1905 

24.2068 


23.07529 


23.07292 

24.1905 

24.2068 


22.96662 


22.95456 

24.1905 

24.2068 


22.85795 


22.8362 

24.1905 

24.2068 


22.74928 


22.71784 

24.1905 

24.2068 


22.64061 
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